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PHOTO:  A Hezbollah Katyusha-
style rocket strikes a building in the 
Israeli coastal town of Nahariya, 13 
July 2006. (AFP, Yoav Lemmer)

Part I: Musings on War in General
1. Every war has its particular weapons. Every war has its own competing 

powers and military structures, and its own unique circumstances. Every war 
gives birth to new military thought.1 Just as general knowledge accumulates 
across history to produce a loftier human awareness, so military knowledge 
and experience accumulate. Thus, what happened in wars of the past provides 
lessons for those who will fight the wars of the future.

2. In war, man exploits the peak of his knowledge. He also exploits the most 
modern science and technology he has arrived at.2 Every wave of civilization 
creates its own particular weapons. Agricultural societies have forged the 
sword, the dagger, and the scythe, the basic weapons of war—the Rwanda 
massacre was all perpetrated with these weapons. Industrial societies fight 
with the tank and the airplane—think Syria and Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. As for 
post-modern societies, digital technology and computer science have entered 
the military framework—the United States is a pioneer in this field.

3. One might ask, Are wars the direct cause of technological advance, or 
is it technology that encourages wars?

4. In war, there is defense and attack. There is also maneuvering and out-
flanking. In war, one side aims to kill the other, or, to paraphrase Clausewitz, 
to impose its will on the other. However, as Georges Khodor has noted, there 
will always be an “other.”3 So, do we kill everyone?

5. With war, empires fall and rise. What was before a war is certainly not like 
what comes after one. Unless a war ends in stalemate, one side wins, the other 
side loses. On both sides,  however, everyone is, at the very least, wounded. 

6. After a war, nations live in a state of trauma, which they pass out of only 
gradually, just like an individual who loses someone dear to him. After a 
war, the victor seems intoxicated, living on his glories. The loser recalculates 
and prepares himself for a new stage.  

7. In war, concepts fall and others appear. New technologies prove their 
effectiveness; others fail and are dismissed.

8. In war, weapons are tried out, plans are tested. Did Moltke the Elder 
not say that the most important, best-laid plans do not survive the first few 
seconds after a war breaks out? War as it is anticipated seldom matches war 
as it is practiced. On the battleground, prices are usually paid in blood.

9. In war, there are several dimensions: land, sea, and air. Now there is talk 
about hypothetical worlds. In World War I, the infantry proved that it was the 
best. In World War II it was armor, maneuvering, and penetrating the heartland. 
And if the infantry improved its anti-tank weapons, the tanks responded with 
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more armor, thicker and of better quality, and thus 
your waterwheel turns—action and reaction.  

10. One time air power determines war’s outcome 
and achieves the political goals without a land 
battle—as happened in Kosovo.  Another time, air 
power is the most important factor in preparing 
the field for the battle of the land forces—as in the 
two wars on Iraq. But an air force can also fail to 
achieve its nation’s political goals, as happened in 
the recent war in Lebanon.

11. So in war there is no heaven-sent principle; 
there are no immutable rules that cross time and 
place. The battlefield is usually the testing ground, 
even if certain postmodern countries invented 
what is called war gaming. As well, in war it is not 
enough for one country to possess the most modern 
weapons and technology to achieve victory.  

12. The “creative human will,” as the French 
philosopher Henri Bergson called it, must find the 
magic equation for quick victory through a military 
plan that is unique and inventive and surprises the 
enemy before he is able to adjust to it. If the enemy 
does adjust to it, the plan loses the element of sur-
prise, and the balance of power changes.

13. In World War I, the Germans wanted to make 
a flanking maneuver through Belgium to encircle 
the French. The French succeeded in converting the 
war into a trench war. France’s leaders thought the 
next war would be like the one before it—defen-
sive. And so they built the strongest defensive line 
in history, the Maginot Line. Germany responded 
with blitzkrieg, a new modus operandi founded on 
coordination between tanks and airplanes via wire-
less radios. The Maginot Line was bypassed, and 
France fell under German occupation.

Part II: Thoughts About the 
2006 War in Lebanon

In this part, we will analyze the 2006 summer 
war between Israel and Hezbollah. We will focus 
mainly on Hezbollah’s military achievement, while 
reviewing the war’s political aspects. We will also 
go over the negative repercussions of this war for 
Israel, and the positive repercussions for Lebanon 
and the Arab world; in other words, we will analyze 
what the battleground reflected, both positively and 
negatively, after Hezbollah tried out its new plans 
and weapons. We will investigate, too, why Israel 
failed to achieve all its announced political goals.

Taking this war and its lessons as a starting point, 
we will build a hypothetical strategic framework for 
a future Lebanese defense strategy. We will finish by 
proposing a logical, viable, and effective approach 
for solving the problems presented by Hezbollah’s 
new warfighting ability.  

The War in General
Simply put, the July War, as the Lebanese call it, 

or the Second Lebanon War, as the Israelis call it, 
was unique. Why?  

●	It was a war between a non-state actor and a 
nation-state.

●	The non-state actor participated in another 
state and in all of that state’s branches: executive, 
legislative, etc.  

●	The state in which the non-state actor resided 
(the host state) did not know about the war before 
the first spark ignited. 

●	The war was fought by the non-state actor, but 
entered into diplomatically by the host state. The 
host state neither owned the war, in the official 
sense, nor managed the war’s battles—not in the 
strategic dimension, not in the tactical dimension. 
This could be an example of what Clausewitz meant 
when he said that war is politics by other means: 
the non-state actor seized the political initiative 
from the host state’s government by controlling the 
specific circumstances that led to the war.

●	The non-state actor possessed a military arsenal 
and military organization that most nation-states in 
its region, and even in the world, do not possess.

●	The war did not figure in the host state’s 
national security strategy; therefore, the host state 
and its government had no say in setting goals for 
the war—even though the people and government 
were among the means being used in the war. Con-
sequently, the host state’s government has reaped no 
political benefits from the war’s outcome: the only 
beneficiaries have been those who decided, planned, 
and sacrificed for the war—the non-state actor. On 
the other hand, had the war’s results been negative, 
the state could not have escaped its responsibility.

●	The host state was unable to enter the war. It 
had been absent from the war zone for more than 
three decades, and had abdicated its duty to defend 
the war zone to the non-state actor. 

●	The opposing belligerent (Israel) retaliated 
directly against the non-state party militarily, but 
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it did not exempt the host government, its military 
institutions, and its infrastructure.

●	The war took place between Hezbollah (the 
non-state actor) and Israel (the opposing bel-
ligerent) with the host state (Lebanon) relegated 
to the sidelines. Hezbollah issued belligerent 
statements to which Israel responded with pam-
phlets—all part of the psychological warfare, all 
done in the absence of the concerned Lebanese 
ministry, the Ministry of Information. Hezbol-
lah bombed Israel in its geographic depth. Israel 
responded by hitting the security quad—the 
Bekaa Valley and the south—where the Shi’ite 
majority lives.

●	Israel imposed strategic paralysis on Lebanon, 
but the Lebanese Government more or less declined 
to respond in like or kind.

●	Finally, Hezbollah is unlike all the other resis-
tance movements we have known. It is resisting an 
outside power and not directly fighting its govern-
ment for power. It says that its weapons are for 
all the sects in Lebanon—they are not just Shi’ite 
weapons. And it [Hezbollah] has reached the final 

stages of maturity, as attested to by its effective 
organization and its military prowess. 

Was Israel Prepared for War?
The secretary-general of Hezbollah, Al-Sayyid 

Hassan Nasrallah, has claimed several times that 
the party preempted Israel, dragging it into a war 
it was not ready for in terms of timing, preparation, 
and place.4 Each time, Israel replied that it had not 
been preparing for war at all.5

Without relying on precise information, which 
only time will reveal, we can conclude that Israel 
mismanaged the war. It experienced significant logis-
tical problems; its call-up of reserves was chaotic; 
its government continuously hesitated to specify 
the goals of the land campaign and did a poor job 
connecting military action to political goals; its intel-
ligence about the areas adjacent to the Blue Line (the 
border between Israel and Lebanon) was inadequate; 
it failed to make needed substitutions in its Northern 
Command, especially during the course of military 
operations; etc. Altogether, the nature and extent of 
the problems Israel encountered suggest that it could 

Billboards of Lebanon’s Hezbollah leader, Hassan Nasrallah, are seen on a road leading from central Beirut to a Shi’ite 
neighborhood, 20 July 2006. 
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not have been preparing for a land war of the size it 
found in Lebanon. Furthermore, in a paper presented 
to the Center for Arab Unity Studies in Beirut on 31 
August 2006, the Arab representative to the Israeli 
Knesset, Dr. Azmi Bishara, stated that the decision to 
invade Lebanon was made quickly, shortly after Hez-
bollah abducted two Israeli soldiers—the provocation 
that ignited the war—from inside the Blue Line.6

A news item published on an Israeli website 
might explain why Israel’s land campaign was so 
poorly executed.7 The website states that Hezbollah 
had broken up two spy rings Mossad had planted 
in the party, one before and one during the war. 
The rings’ missions were to plant listening devices 
in Hezbollah’s headquarters, observe the party’s 
leadership, and place phosphorous markers on the 
party’s headquarters and rocket-launching sites, 
marking both as targets for the Israeli Air Force. 
This suggests that Israel’s real plan was to stage a 
simultaneous, swift, and comprehensive air strike 
against the entire Hezbollah leadership, effectively 
decapitating the party. When the rings were discov-
ered and the plan negated, Israel had to come up 
with a plan B—the land campaign—quickly.

Bolstering this theory is the fact that the Israeli 
Air Force was very well prepared for action—above 
and beyond even its usual high state of readiness. 
Of course, to be positive about Israel’s initial inten-
tions, we will have to wait on the future and the 
information it brings.

Hezbollah’s Approach to the War
Analysts may disagree about the Israeli Army’s 

first reaction to contact with Hezbollah forces; 
however, Hezbollah cannot be considered to have 
executed anything but a first-rate tactical-opera-
tional surprise. Just how well prepared Hezbollah 
was can be deduced from Nasrallah’s speeches, 
especially the ones delivered during and imme-
diately after the Lebanese dialog roundtable and 
before the war’s start on 12 July 2006.8 Nasrallah’s 
speeches indicate that—

1. Hezbollah had correctly identified the possible 
forms Israeli aggression against Lebanon might 
take, namely—

●	A violent bombardment without occupying the 
ground, as happened in 1993 and 1996.  

●	A violent bombardment with a partial, tempo-
rary occupation, as in the Litani operation in 1978.

●	A violent bombardment with a complete, long-
lasting occupation, as in 1982 (until 2000).

2. Hezbollah had studied all possible lessons from 
all of Israel’s previous wars.

3. Hezbollah had studied the strengths and weak-
nesses of the Israeli Army, taking as a starting point 
Sun Tzu’s dictum, “Know yourself, know your 
enemy, and victory will always be your ally.” 

4. Hezbollah had scrutinized and outlined the 
battleground–the area stretching from the Blue 
Line to the Litani River—before the war. In fact, 
Hezbollah imposed the battlefield, giving the 
Israelis the impression that no matter what they 
did outside of this area, what happened in this area 
would determine who won and who lost. The Israe-
lis could bomb anything in the Lebanese interior. 
They could conduct a number of airdrops wherever 
they wanted. But all these bombings and operations 
would not be decisive. A decision would only be 
gained in the area adjacent to the Israeli border.

5. Hezbollah analyzed the strategic culture Israel 
had accumulated across all the Arab-Israeli wars. 
The founder of this culture was David Ben-Gurion, 
a believer in Clausewitz’s insistence on the necessity 
of annihilating one’s enemy. Thus, one of the most 
important principles of Israeli strategic culture is, “If 
you want war with your Arab enemy, it’s necessary 
to defeat him such that he’s unable to reorganize 
himself for another encounter for a very long time.”9 
But because toe-to-toe wars of annihilation would 
be too costly, Israel combined Clausewitz’s call for 
annihilation with B.H. Lidell Hart’s advocacy of an 
indirect approach. The combination of these two 
approaches yielded a strategy based on maneuver, 
air superiority, and firepower superiority. It acknowl-
edged the necessity of changing the characteristics of 
the battlefield to accord with Israeli political goals, 
of gaining a quick decision and not getting bogged 
down in a war of attrition, and of portraying the 
war domestically as important for Israeli national 
security and even vital for the nation’s destiny—a 
war could not be optional, as happened with Ariel 
Sharon in the 1982 invasion of Lebanon.

6. After determining what the battlefield would be, 
and after studying the Israeli military fighting creed 
and absorbing lessons learned from previous violent 
encounters with Israel, Hezbollah decided it would 
rely on a fixed forward defense while exploiting 
geographic depth.10 The goal was to buy time and 
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to inflict the greatest possible losses, particularly 
human, on an unprepared enemy. Ground lost would 
not mean that the Israelis had won—ground is not 
important in guerrilla warfare. Put another way, Hez-
bollah decided on a tactical attack (seizing several 
Israeli soldiers) with the goal of dragging the Israeli 
Army into a well-prepared playground where it (Hez-
bollah) was positioned to adopt a strategic defense 
and where time would work in its favor. If and when 
it lost ground, Hezbollah would reorganize itself to 
fight a guerrilla war, as it had from 1982-2000.

Thus, I believe that many thinkers and military-
strategic analysts err when they describe Hezbollah’s 
recent war against Israel as only a type of guerrilla 
warfare. It was actually a concocted mix, Leban-
onized from several models of warfare. As such, 
it cannot be immediately generalized or exported 
across the Middle East because it is utterly unique.  

7. Hezbollah’s new style of war required equipment 
and training geared to counter the quality of Israel’s 
forces. It required modern anti-tank weapons, which 
Hezbollah had obtained in quantity. The operational 
framework was completed with the addition of a unique 
rocket dimension—short, medium and long range. The 
important point about the rockets was that they were 
able to reach, with effect, into the Israeli interior.

Repercussions for Israel
In fighting Israeli forces, Arab armies had become 

used to clashing with an enemy that controlled the 

air, enjoyed much greater 
mobility, was equipped with 
the latest fighting technol-
ogy, and had the support of 
the strongest country in the 
world, the United States. 
For its part, Israel had grown 
accustomed to destroying 
these armies, even if it was 
unable to impose a political 
solution. That happened in 
nearly all of Israel’s wars 
with the Arabs: 1948, 1956, 
1967, 1973, and 1982. In all 
of these wars, Israel failed 
to heed Clausewitz and 
prosecute war as a means 
toward political ends. War 
remained in the dimension 

of force, even excessive force, with no purpose 
other than destruction. 

In the July War, Israel failed as usual to achieve 
any political goals. This time, however, Ben-
Gurion’s advice to pulverize the enemy’s army also 
went unfulfilled. In fact, given the much greater size 
and power of the Israeli Army, and keeping in mind 
Henry Kissinger’s assertion that “the resistance 
wins if it does not lose, and the nation-state loses 
if it does not win,” the war looks like an Israeli 
defeat.11 That said, let us consider the following 
repercussions of the war for Israel:

1. The war revealed the precariousness of Israel’s 
ongoing security dilemma, which is built on the 
nation’s permanent aspiration to gain and hold land 
it thinks it needs to guarantee its security. Israel’s 
strategy has always been built on the principle of 
safe borders. In 1956, Ben-Gurion wanted the Sinai 
as a buffer zone. In 1967, it was the occupation of 
the Sinai, the Golan Heights, the West Bank, and the 
Gaza Strip. In the first invasion of Lebanon, Sharon 
wanted a buffer zone in the south. The same principle 
lies behind the recent building of a dividing wall on 
the West Bank. But because these new borders were 
not (and still are not) internationally recognized—
especially not by Arab countries—all of Israel’s 
efforts to achieve lasting security have failed.  

In addition to its land aspirations, Israel has 
relied on preemptive strikes to maintain its secu-
rity. However, with Hezbollah, which had been 

David Ben-Gurion, Israel’s founding father and first prime minister, is shown with 
Israeli troops during a visit to installations near the Gaza strip region in 1957.
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preparing and lying in wait for six years, Israel 
would have to have fought a preemptive war every 
day—not a feasible option. Will Israel revive this 
principle? Possibly. It may depend on whether or 
not the international emergency forces in southern 
Lebanon today are a viable solution to Israel’s 
border-security dilemma.

2. In all its previous wars, Israel plunged into 
battle on the edge of its safe borders, however far 
they extended (e.g., the borders after the Six-Day 
War). In the July War and in recent moves into the 
Gaza Strip, Israel began its plunge from the edges 
of its settlements, a clear indication that all of its 
previous efforts to secure itself by stretching its 
borders had not brought the magic solution. 

3. By revealing hitherto unsuspected Israeli 
weakness, not just in the army but in the state, the 
war has lessened Arab fear of Israeli power; it has 
emboldened all Arab countries in their dealings with 
Israel. Those countries that made peace with Israel 
have been embarrassed in front of their publics, and 
they will be firmer in their stances towards Israel. 
Those countries that did not make peace have seen 
the results of last summer and now understand 
that there are other, not necessarily peaceful, ways 
to deal with Israel—a sentiment Syrian President 
Bashar al-Assad expressed in a speech after the 
cease-fire in Lebanon.12 

What is especially significant is that there is now 
pressure on those countries still at odds with Israel 
to work towards liberating their lands. If Hezbollah 
was able to liberate Lebanon in 2000 and achieve 
a victory over the Israeli Army in 2006, why are 
the tougher, stronger Arab armies not able to take 
back their nations’ lands?  Did Hezbollah create the 
secret strategic formula for how to fight and defeat 
Israel?  Perhaps, but such a judgment requires more 
time and study.  

4. By exposing the inadequacy of Israel’s safe-
border strategy and reliance on force, the war has 
made it clear that Israel must work with its Arab 

neighbors to create a just and lasting solution to 
the region’s problems. Like the United States in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, Israel now finds itself facing 
war on two fronts, Gaza in the south and Hezbol-
lah-controlled southern Lebanon in the north. The 
war has helped Syria’s president realize his father’s 
dream of forming an eastern front to contain Israel; 
moreover, it has done so even in the absence of 
Jordan. Who knows what could happen now?

5. Today it is certain that there is trouble in the 
Zionist utopia. Zionism is more or less the only 
ideology that has achieved all its goals: bringing 
the Jews of the world together, founding the Zionist 
state.13 So how will the war affect social assimila-
tion in Israel, especially since the state already suf-
fers from ethnic, religious, and secular problems? 
The army has long been looked at as “the national 
factory where differences between Jews melted 
away.”14 Will its lowered stature as a result of the 
war diminish its ability to bring Jews of many sects 
and ethnicities together? Will the future witness 
more of what is called “neo-Zionism,” or will it 
enter a period of “post-Zionism”?15          

6. The war shook the Israeli state, politically 
as well as militarily. Israel today is threatened by 
the tanks of traditional armies and the rockets of a 
non-state actor, Hezbollah. Last but not least, there 
is the danger of the knife—terrorism (according to 
the Israeli definition, of course).16 In the political 
dimension, long-time leaders such as Sharon were 
absent, their places taken by novices in the science 
of war–Ehud Olmert and Amir Peretz. In the army, 
there was stumbling over the distribution of respon-
sibilities, accusations met with counter-accusations, 
etc. And now, in the absence of any political effort 
to resolve the region’s problems, Israel must rely 
on its military to hit the tanks, keep the rockets 
from falling on Tel Aviv, and thwart the knives. 
These are projects that will require a lot of time, a 
lot of money, and a convenient reality. Does Israel 
possess all these?

7. When Ben-Gurion read Egyptian President 
Gamal Abdel Nasser’s book Philosophy of the 
Revolution and grasped Nasser’s dreams, he feared 
greatly for Israel’s survival. What would happen if 
Arab unity were achieved over the vast expanse of 
the Middle East, with its inexhaustible population 
and its riches important to the whole world?  At the 
time, Ben-Gurion felt that Nasser must be gotten 

…the war has lessened Arab 
fear of Israeli power; it has 

emboldened all Arab countries 
in their dealings with Israel.
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rid of, and so plans were laid to strike him and his 
model for bringing Arabs together. There was the 
Tripartite Aggression, the combined Israeli, Brit-
ish, and French attack on Egypt in October 1956; 
subsequent undercover operations inside Egypt; 
and the permanent aspiration to encircle the Arab 
encirclement of Israel by opening up to Africa 
and all the countries surrounding the Arab world, 
especially Egypt.  

Today, Israel is suffering from a new model, the 
non-state actor. This actor accumulated victories in 
2000 and 2006. It is capable of gathering together 
Arabs and Muslims from every branch and sector, 
and it has embarrassed Arab regimes both friendly 
and hostile to Israel. This actor has provided a model 
that could be adopted to achieve victory over the 
Arabs’ one great enemy. Finally, this actor is a player. 
Because of its performance in the recent war, new 
game rules have been established, not only for those 
at the fingertips of Israel, but for the region at large.

8. Ben-Gurion said that Israel had to depend 
on the support of a great power to survive. When 
some suggested England, he rejected the idea and 

decided to depend on the United States of Amer-
ica.17 However, since 1991, the date of the first 
Gulf War, Israel has not played an important role 
in American strategy. It cited terrorism as a reason 
to invade Lebanon last July, but that seems to have 
been merely an attempt to jump on the American 
war-on-terror bandwagon. If the U.S. did delegate 
Israel the mission of wiping out Hezbollah, Israel 
failed in its mission. How will Israel regain Uncle 
Sam’s trust?  What does it have to do?

9. Although the negative effects of the war on 
Israel are many, naturally there were some positive 
results. For example, the war showed that Israeli 
society was able to absorb the impact of the rocket 
attacks in its interior, while its people cheered their 
soldiers on throughout the war. 

10. In the recent war, the violent relationship 
between Hezbollah and Israel begun in 1982 finally 
reached a climax. Israel interacted with a non-state 
actor, much as it is doing now in the Palestinian 
interior. How has Israel’s experience with Hezbol-
lah affected its actions in Palestine? Israeli Prime 
Minister Olmert’s first decision was to stop the 

Israeli soldiers carry their gear as they walk along the international border with Lebanon, moments after crossing back 
into Israel, 18 August 2006. 
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unilateral withdrawal from designated areas in the 
West Bank. However, because of Israel’s inability to 
defeat one non-state actor, and because it is impos-
sible to measure victory in a war with such an actor, 
momentum seems to be forming in both the region 
and internationally for a political solution to the 
Israeli security dilemma. United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 1701 is but one sign of such 
momentum. Will it pan out, and if so, what will its 
impact be on the Lebanese scene?

In the end, the war’s repercussions for Israel are 
connected to the extent that the state’s political 
goals were—or were not—achieved. According to 
Olmert, Israel’s war goals were to destroy Hezbollah 
and its arsenal, prevent its neighbors from arming 
Hezbollah (thus carrying out UN Resolution 1559), 
recover its two kidnapped soldiers, and restore the 

deterrent image of the Israeli Army. While it has 
made the Lebanese Army responsible for security 
on the border today—an outcome desired by those 
who want to see Hezbollah destroyed as a first step 
toward solving problems in the region created by the 
Iranian-American rift—Israel really achieved none 
of its war goals. Hezbollah was able to stand strong, 
particularly militarily, and is considered by many 
Arabs to have achieved a divine victory; addition-
ally, it now has 20,000 rockets instead of the 8,000 
it had left after the war.18 Israel also failed to retrieve 
its kidnapped soldiers, and the deterrent power of 
its army has been significantly degraded. In fact, the 
war has decreased Israeli society’s trust in the army 
and the ruling class, a condition compounded by the 
recent plethora of sexual and financial scandals at 
the state’s highest levels.19 MR
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